














Part D. Identify and rank (from increasing to decreasing potential

threat to designated uses) the parameters of concern. Parameters of
concern are paramefers in the effluent at concentrations greater than ambient
concentrations in the receiving water. The applicant is responsible for identifying
parameter concentrations in the effluent and DWQ will provide parameter
concentrations for the receiving water. More information is available in Section 3.3.3 of
the Implementation Guidance.

Parameters of Concern:

Ambient Effluent
Rank Pollutant Concentration g Concentration :
/ Units o / Units g
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Pollutants Evaluated that are not Considered Parameters of Concern:
Pollutant e £ Justification
Concentration Concentration




Part E. Alternative Analysis Requirements of a Level II

Antidegradation Review. Level Il ADRs require the applicant to determine
whether there are feasible less-degrading alternatives to the proposed project. For new
and expanded discharges, the Alternatives Analysis must be prepared under the
supervision of and stamped by a Professional Engineer registered with the State of Utah.
DWQ may grant an exception from this requirement under certain circumstances, such
as the alternatives considered potentially feasible do not include engineered treatment
alternatives. More information regarding the requirements for the Alternatives Analysis is
available in Section 5 of the Implementation Guidance.

El. The UPDES permit is being renewed without any changes to flow or
concentrations. Alternative treatment and discharge options including changes to
operations and maintenance were considered and compared to the current
processes. No economically feasible treatment or discharge alternatives were
identified that were not previously considered for any previous antidegradation
review(s).

Yes (Proceed to Part F)
[ ] No or Does Not Apply (Proceed to E2)

E2. Attach as an appendix to this form a report that describes the following factors
for all alternative treatment options 1) a technical description of the treatment
process, including construction costs and continued operation and maintenance
expenses, 2) the mass and concentration of discharge constituents, and 3) a
description of the reliability of the system, including the frequency where recurring
operation and maintenance may lead to temporary increases in discharged
pollutants. Most of this information is typically available from a Facility Plan, if
available.

Report Name: [Supporting Information for Level Il Antidegradation Review, Grethl
[§'alt Lake Qutfall Relocation Project (Jacobs 2021b)|

E3. Describe the proposed method and cost of the baseline treatment alternative.
The baseline treatment alternative is the minimum treatment required to meet
water quality based effluent limits (WQBEL) as determined by the preliminary or
final wasteload analysis (WLA) and any secondary or categorical effluent limits.



E4. Were any of the following alternatives feasible and affordable?

Alternative Feasible Reason Not Feasible/Affordable
Pollutant Trading No No yvﬂlmg partners, does not meet the stated
project purpose
Water Recycling/Reuse No Does not meet the stated project purpose

Land Application

Not Applicable

Does not meet the stated project purpose

Connection to Other Facilities

Not Applicable

Physically prohibitive, geographically distant

Upgrade to Existing Facility No Prohibitive cost

Total Containment Not Applicable | Does not meet the stated project purposet

Improved O&M of Existing Systems No Already optimized, does not meet TBPEL

Seasonal or Controlled Discharge No Does not meet the stated project purpose

Néw Constiuciion No Pro_hibitive cost, does not meet the stated
project purpose

No Discharge No See water recycling/reuse

ES. From the applicant’s perspective, what is the preferred treatment option?

See Jacobs 2021|

E6. Is the preferred option also the least polluting feasible alternative?

|E Yes
D No

If no, what were less degrading feasible alternative(s)? D

If no, provide a summary of the justification for not selecting the least
polluting feasible alternative and if appropriate, provide a more detailed

justification as an attachment.

[ ]




Part F. Optional Information
F1. Does the applicant want to conduct optional public review(s) in addition to the
mandatory public review? Level II ADRs are public noticed for a thirty day
comment period. More information is available in Section 3.7.1 of the
Implementation Guidance.

No

I:] Yes

F2. Does the project include an optional mitigation plan to compensate for the
proposed water quality degradation?

[] No
X Yes
Report Name: |:’



Part G. Certification of Antidegradation Review

G1. Applicant Certification

The form should be signed by the same responsible person who signed the accompanying
permit application or certification.

Based on my inquiry of the person(s) who manage the system or those persons directly

responsible for gathering the information, the information in this form and associated
documents is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete.

Print Name:__&EVI1 Covvern
Signature: / %M Y/ ad a2
Date:____/ _/,22,,/2//

G2. DWO Approval

To the best of my knowledge, the ADR was conducted in accordance with the rules and
regulations outlined in UAC R-317-2-3.

Print Name;

Signature:

Date:

DWQ-2021-002603





